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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the Amendment filed 1 1/7/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Chalasani et 
al. (US 2004/0103339), hereafter Chalasani. 

Regarding claim 1, Chalasani discloses: 

Transmitting an OGSA operational rule from one node to another that is 
configured to apply the result to a request for service from the first node where 
the rule specifies how the request for service is handled. ([0039-0041] disclose 
sending the service to another node, the wrapped service tells the node what 
service to give to those that request service.) 

wherein the operational rule comprises a rule associated with at least one 
of security, error recovery, and business transaction terms/conditions associated 
with the request for service, (at least [0033] discusses sending business service 
level assertions and security assertions) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-10, 13-22, 25-34, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kumar et al. (US 6278993), hereafter Kumar, in view of Foster et al. 
"The Physiology of the Grid", hereafter Foster, and in further view of Schneider et al. 
(US 7408336), hereafter Schneider. 

Regarding claims 1, 13, 25 and 37, Kumar discloses: 

A method of configuring nodes for service requests, the method 
comprising: 

transmitting an operational rule from a first service node that receives a 
request for service to a second service node that is configured to apply the 
operational rule to the request for service in response to the request from the first 
service node for service. (Fig. 10, items 215 and 213. The first node transmits the 
search query to a search function) 

wherein the operational rule comprises a rule associated with at least one 
of security, error recovery, and business transaction terms/conditions associated 
with the request for service. (Col. 24, lines 53-54, the search request for bios 
flash upgrades is associated with both security and error recovery.) 
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Kumar discloses all the limitations of claims 1-10, 13-22, 25-34, and 37 except for using 
the OGSA. 

The general concept of using an OGSA to provide network services is well 
known in the art as taught by Foster. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Kumar with the general concept of providing services over OGSA 
as taught by Foster in order to provide users with more efficient and timely access to 
search services. 

Kumar and Foster teach all the limitations of claims 1-10, 13-22, 25-34, and 37 
except for the operational rule providing different operations based upon the requestor 
of the service. 

The general concept of providing different operations based upon the requestor 
of a service is well known in the art as taught by Schnieder. (Col. 9-10 teach the 
differentiation of access to services based upon who is requesting them, and where that 
request is coming from. (I.e. should the service be provided or not.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Kumar and Foster with the general concept of providing different 
operations based upon the requestor of a service as taught by Schneider in order to 
ensure the security of private intranet search engines. 

Regarding claims 2, 14, and 26 as applied to claims 1, 13, and 25, Kumar 

discloses: 
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propagating the operational rule from the second service node to a third 
service node that is registered with the second service node as capable of 
providing service thereto. (Fig. 10, items 219 and 223, the first search node 
transfers the search query to a private search node) 
Regarding claims 3, 15, and 27 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

wherein transmitting an operational rule is preceded by: registering the 
second node with the first service node to define the second service node as 
available to the first service node to receive requests for service. (Col. 24 lines 
43-47 disclose registering with the private search engine) 
Regarding claims 4, 16, and 28 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

wherein the operational rule comprises a first operational rule, the method 
further comprising: modifying the first operational rule to provide a second 
operational rule; and transmitting the second operational rule to the second 
service node responsive to modifying the first operational rule. (Col. 25 lines 14- 
16 disclose modifying the search query before sending it to the private search 
engine) 

Regarding claims 5, 17, and 29 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

receiving a first request for service at the first service node; determining 
that the first request is associated with the operational rule; applying the 
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operational rule to the first request to provide a propagated first request; and 
transmitting the propagated first request to the second service node. (Fig. 10) 
Regarding claims 6, 18, and 30 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

receiving a first request for service at the first service node; determining 
that the first request is associated with the operational rule; applying the 
operational rule to the first request to provide a propagated first request; and 
transmitting the propagated first request to a third service node rather than the 
second service node responsive to a parameter associated with the third service 
node. (Col. 23 lines 56-58 discloses that there may be multiple private search 
engines which the user may be registered to.) 

Regarding claims 7, 19, and 31 as applied to claims 1, 13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

receiving a first request for service at the first service node, the first 
request for service including a token associated with the first request that further 
defines how the first request is to be serviced; determining that the first request is 
associated with the operational rule; applying the operational rule to the first 
request to provide a propagated first request; and transmitting the propagated 
first request and the token to the second service node. (Fig. 10, note that a token 
is inherent in a IP packet. (Note that a token indicating Quality of Service is 
inherent in a IP packet (Definition of the packet structure by pg. 98 Comer is 
cited, note the Service Type field.))) 
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Regarding claims 8, 20, and 32 as applied to claims 1, 7, 13, 19, 25, and 31, 

Kumar discloses: 

wherein the token comprises at least one of a price, geographic location, 
and quality of service. (Note that a token indicating Quality of Service is inherent 
in a IP packet (Definition of the packet structure by Comer pg. 98 is cited, note 
the Service Type field.)) 

Regarding claims 9, 21, and 33 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

Regarding claims 10, 22, and 34 as applied to claims 1,13, and 25, Kumar 
discloses: 

wherein the operational rule comprises an requestor identifier that 
identifies a the first service node as transmitting the request for service the 
second service node. (Col. 24, lines 53-54, the search request for bios flash 
upgrades is associated the first service node (i.e. the pavilion server).) 
6. Claims 11-12, 23-24, and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Slaughter et al. (US 6973493), hereafter Slaughter in view of Foster 
further in view of Marquet et al. (US 2004/0083386), hereafter Marquet. 
Regarding claims 11, 23, and 35, Slaughter discloses: 

A method of configuring secondary service nodes to handle service 
requests from a primary service node in a service node network, the method 
comprising: 
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receiving a request for registration at a primary service node from a 
secondary service node including that the secondary service node is capable of 
providing a service to the primary service node; (Col. 34 lines 13-14 discloses 
that the client receives a "capability credential", i.e. a request for registration.) 

registering that the secondary service node is capable of providing the 
service with primary service node; transmitting a response from the primary 
service node to the secondary service node including an operational rule that 
defines how the service is to be provided to the primary service node; (Col. 34 
lines 43-48 disclose the client specifying a rule for how results are to be returned 
to the client.) 

maintaining the operational rule accessible to the secondary service node 
and associated with the primary service node; receiving a request for service 
from the primary service node at the secondary service node; and providing 
service to the primary service node responsive to determining that the request for 
service is associated with the primary service node. (Col. 34 lines 65-67 - Col. 35 
lines 1-5 disclose sending a request to the service and getting a result compliant 
with the rule sent to the service) 

Slaughter discloses all the limitations of claims 11-12, 23-24, and 35-36 except 
for using the OGSA. 

The general concept of using an OGSA to provide network services is well 
known in the art as taught by Foster. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Slaughter with the general concept of providing services over 
OGSA as taught by Foster in order to provide users with more efficient and timely 
access to services. 

Slaughter and Foster teach all the limitations of claims 11-12, 23-24, and 35-36, 
except for the rules (policies) being associated with security or error recovery, or being 
associated with business transaction terms/conditions associated with the request for 
service. 

The general concept of transmitting security policies between nodes is well 
known in the art as taught by Marquet. (see [0022] which teaches the sending of 
security policy updates (i.e. rules) to nodes) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Slaughter and Foster with the general concept of transmitting 
security policies between nodes as taught by Marquet in order to more securely deliver 
advertisements of services and policy updates. 

Regarding claims 12, 24, and 36 as applied to claims 11, 23, and 35, 
Slaughter discloses: 

Claims 12, 24, and 36 are substantially the same as claims 1 1 , 23, and 35 except 
that they state that the service is capable of servicing more than one node. Col. 33 line 
60 discloses that there are multiple clients that may subscribe to services, therefore the 
services can register with multiple clients. 
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Slaughter discloses all the limitations of claims 11-12, 23-24, and 35-36 except 
for using the OGSA. 

The general concept of using an OGSA to provide network services is well 
known in the art as taught by Foster. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Slaughter with the general concept of providing services over 
OGSA as taught by Foster in order to provide users with more efficient and timely 
access to services. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/7/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

8. First, the Examiner appreciates that Applicant has reminded the Examiner that 
the Chalasani reference is not available for use in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
because of the prior art exclusion of 35 U.S.C. 103(c). However, Chalasani is being 
used as an anticipatory reference under 35 U.S.C. 102(e), and thus cannot be excluded 
using 35 U.S.C. 103(c). The Examiner has mapped this reference to the new limitations 
amended into Claim 1 in the rejection above. 

9. Second, Applicant argues that Kumar, Foster, and Schneider do not teach or 
disclose the limitations of claims 1,13, 25, and 37 (i.e. transmitting an operational rule 
as well as an operational rule that comprises a rule associated with at least one of 
security, error recovery, and business transaction terms/conditions associated with the 
request for service). The Examiner continues to assert that Kumar, Foster and 
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Schneider do teach "transmitting operational rules that indicate how service requests 
are handled". As the Examiner stated before, the 'search term' itself is an operational 
rule, because it indicates how the search is to be executed (i.e. what is to be searched 
for). Further, the Examiner disagrees with Applicant's interpretation of the clause "an 
operational rule that comprises a rule associated with at least one of security, error 
recovery, and business transaction terms/conditions associated with a request for 
service". Applicant appears to apply the phrase 'associated with a request for service' to 
all the items in the list of "at least one of. However, the Examiner interprets this 
language to only limit the business transaction terms/conditions to be associated with 
the request for service, not the other items of security and error recovery. 

1 0. Applicant argues that Slaughter does not teach "providing operational rules on 
how the results are to be obtained". This language is not found in the claims. The 
operational rules merely specify how a request for service is handled, and the return 
data formatting is clearly part of how a service handles a request, (see Slaughter col. 
34, lines 43-45). Applicants further arguments regarding Slaughter are moot in view of 
the new ground of rejection above based solely upon the amendments made by 
Applicant to those claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL E. KEEFER whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1591 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 
9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan Flynn can be reached on (571) 272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

2/19/2009 

/Dustin Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2454 



